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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1. Claims 1, 8, 13, and 15-16 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• As per claim 1, "where so required..." in step b should be "when so required..."; 

• As per claim 1 3, "N independently configurable communications and. . on the 
second line of the claim should be "N independently configurable 
communications units and..."; and 

• As per claims 1 5 and 1 6, the term "SDH" should be declared explicitly as 
/'synchronous digital hierarchy" in order to avoid confusion. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1, 4-5, 7-8, and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Reese, U.S. Patent 5583796. 1 

4. As per claim 1 , Reese taught an invention for effecting protection of a digital 
communication system having an independently configurable communication unit [switching 
control unit 135] and a protection unit [backup switching control unit 119] allocated to the 



1 Although the following citations may refer to different embodiments, the focused matter in each instance is 
consistent among the embodiments [column 1, lines 65-67; column 1 1, lines 15-18]. 
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communications unit [where 1 is less than or equal to K is less than or equal to N; N=K=1 ; 
column 6, lines 38-40], the invention comprising: 

• In an initial setting-up stage for the protection unit, supplying the protection unit 
with configuration data relating to the communication unit [column 1, line 62 to 
column 2, lines 4; column 2, lines 31-34] and storing said data in respective 
memory locations in the protection unit [column 1, lines 65-67; column 4, lines 
20-21]; 

• Where so required, subsequently updating said data with update data relating to 
said communication unit [column 6, lines 31-33]; 

• In the event of a fault occurring involving the communication unit, sending to the 
protection unit an indication that the communication unit is involved in the fault 
[column 7, lines 19-22; column 11, lines 55-58]; and 

• Causing the protection unit to use said indication to identify the memory location 
associated with the fault-related communication unit and to use the configuration 
data in that memory location as its own configuration data, thereby to take over 
the role of that communication unit in the communications system [column 10, 
lines 43-50; column 1 1, lines 58-64]. 

5. As per claim 4, Reese taught the indication is sent to the protection unit by way of a 
controller unit which controls the configuring of the communication units [backup controller 
36']. 

6. As per claim 5, Reese taught the indication is sent to the protection unit from the 
controller unit by way of a bus [Ethernet lOBaseT; column 11, lines 26-31]. 
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7. As per claim 7, Reese taught the fault is detected by a sensor device [backup controller 
36'; column 11, lines 55-60] and the indication is sent to the protection unit directly by the 
sensor device [column 10, lines 54-57]. 

8. As per claim 8, Reese taught the configuration data associated with the communication 
unit is supplied to the protection unit [as N=K=1, the configuration data is supplied in 
consecutive sequence to the protection unit; column 1, line 62 to column 2, lines 4]. 

9. As per claim 12, Reese taught K=l [column 6, lines 40-41]. 

10. As per claim 13, Reese taught an invention for a 1 :1 protection arrangement for a digital 
telecommunications system having an independently configurable communication unit 
[switching control unit 135] and a protection unit [backup switching control unit 119] allocated 
to the communication unit [where 1 is less than or equal to K is less than or equal to N; K=N=1 ; 
column 6, lines 38-40], the invention comprising: 

• A means for supplying the protection unit with configuration data relating to the 
communication unit [column 1, line 62 to column 2, lines 4; column 2, lines 31- 
34] and storing said data in the protection unit [column 4, lines 20-21; column 6, 
lines 39-40]; 

• A means for subsequently updating said data with update data relating to said 
communication unit [column 6, lines 31-33]; 

• A means for sensing the occurrence of a fault involving the communication unit 
[column 11, lines 54-55]; 

• A means for sending to the protection unit an indication that the communication 
unit is involved in the fault [column 7, lines 19-22; column 11, lines 55-58]; and 
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• A means for causing the protection unit to use said indication to access the 

configuration data associated with the fault-related communication unit and to use 
said configuration data as its own configuration data, thereby to take over the role 
of that communication unit in the communications system [column 10, lines 43- 
50; column 11, lines 58-64]. 

11. As per claim 14, Reese taught protection arrangement wherein K=l [column 6, lines 40- 
41]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 2, 6, and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reese as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Gerstel et al., U.S. Patent 5793746, 
hereinafter Gerstel. 

14. It should be noted that although Reese discloses a communications system with 1 : 1 ratio 
of protection units to communications units, it would be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the 
art to configure the system to have a ratio of one protection unit to a plurality of communications 
units (1 :N) in order to provide a safe system with a larger coverage while controlling costs by 
avoiding the need to purchase additional protection units. 

15. Reese taught an invention for protecting a communication system having an 
independently configurable communication unit and a protection unit. 
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16. However, Reese did not disclose expressly alternative functions for the protection unit or 
alternative ways to signal the protection unit. 

17. As per claim 2, Gerstel taught an invention for protecting a communication system with a 
plurality of protection units [abstract; FIG. 2], wherein one or more of the protection units are 
low-priority traffic carrying units [column 7, lines 41-44] and are supplied with their own 
configuration data [column 7, lines 47-48]. 

18. As per claim 6, Gerstel taught the indication is sent to the protection unit directly by the 
fault-related communications unit [column 6, lines 16-20]. 

19. An ordinary artisan at the same time the invention was made would have been motivated 
to look for a more efficient way to operate communication systems with protection units 
[Gerstel: column 4, lines 37-41]. 

20. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Reese and Gerstel because of the 
aforementioned motivation and also their involvement in similar problems regarding the 
protection of communication systems. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to an ordinary 
artisan to adapt the multiple communication/protection units system of Gerstel to work with the 
one-to-one unit system of Reese because the present issues involving the two configurations of 
communication systems are generally related. 

21 . As per claim 9, Gerstel taught before the protection unit takes over the role of the fault- 
related communications unit in the communications system, the traffic previously associated 
with the protection unit is either diverted to a working communications unit or is discarded 
[column 7, lines 45-47]. 
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22. As per claim 10, it would have been obvious to an ordinary artisan, after the protection 
unit has taken over the traffic of the fault-related communications unit, the fault which 
occasioned such taking over is rectified, the taken-over traffic is redirected back to the fault- 
related unit, to provide the protection unit with its own configuration data and supply traffic 
again to the protection unit - in effect, restoring the communication system to its normal 
operation and fulfilling the objective of improving utilization [Gerstel: column 4 lines 39-41]. 

23. As per claim 1 1 , it would have been obvious to an ordinary artisan, once the fault has 
been rectified, to reconfigure the fault-related communications unit with the configuration data 
currently required of that unit. Otherwise, the communication system would not operate 
effectively. Furthermore, the configuration-data updating attribute as taught by Reese [column 1, 
line 62 to column 2, lines 4; column 2, lines 31-34] would mean these configuration data are sent 
to the one or more of the protection units. 

24. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reese as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Lennie et al., U.S. Patent 6092213, hereinafter Lennie. 

25. Reese taught an invention for protecting a communication system having an 
independently configurable communications unit and a protection unit. 

26. However, Reese did not disclose expressly the details for updating the configuration data 
on the protection unit. 

27. Lennie taught an invention for updating configuration data in a protected communication 
system [abstract], the invention comprising of sending an identification flag to the one or more of 
the protection units [column 2, lines 47-50, lines 57-59] before the configuration-update data 
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relating to the communications units are sent [column 2, lines 60-65], in order to identify the 
particular communications unit to which the update data pertain [column 2, lines 66]. 

28. An ordinary artisan at the same time the invention was made would have been motivated 
to look for a consistent and accurate way to maintain configuration data in a protected 
communication system [Lennie: column 2, lines 7-21]. 

29. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Reese and Lennie because of the 
aforementioned motivation and also their involvement in similar problems regarding the 
protection of communication systems. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to an ordinary 
artisan to adapt the multiple communication/protection units system of Lennie to work with the 
one-to-one unit system of Reese because the present issues involving the two configurations of 
communication systems are generally related. 

30. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reese 
as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Nishikawa et al., U.S. Patent 6658457, 
hereinafter Nishikawa. 

3 1 . Reese taught an invention for protecting a communication system having N 
independently configurable communications units and K protection units where 1=<K=<N. 

32. However, Reese did not disclose expressly the details of the communication system. 

33. Nishikawa taught an invention for transmitting information, the invention comprising of 
an SDH communication system configured'to operate with protection units [column 5, lines 21- 
30]. 
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34. An ordinary artisan at the same time the invention was made would have been motivated 
to look for key technologies to be implemented with a protection scheme for communication 
systems [Nishikawa: column 3, lines 53-54]. 

35. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Reese and Nishikawa because of the 
aforementioned motivation and also their involvement in similar problems regarding 
communication systems. 

Conclusion 

36. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Keiles, U.S. Patent 4141066, disclosed an invention for protecting a 
communication system with a protection unit operable to replace a failed 
communications unit. 

b. Delaney et al., U.S. Patent 5996086, disclosed an invention for protecting a 
communication system comprising of multiple configuration data. 

c. Deitz et al., U.S. Patent 6578158, disclosed an invention for recovering from a 
failed communication event after the protection unit has been put into operation. 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Tse Chen whose telephone number is (703) 305-8580. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9AM - 5PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynne Browne can be reached on (703) 308-1 159. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Tse Chen 
May 3, 2004 



LYNNE H. BROWNE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3660- Z/ao 



